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duced at the trial to give evidence of a continuous course of ill-treatment by 
the person charged. The witnesses had long since been demobilized from the 
army and were dispersed to civilian employment all over the country. 

In the remaining cases, the charges were torpedoing of hospital ships and 
a merchant ship, and the witnesses, who were mainly employed in the mer- 
chant service, were also widely dispersed at sea. 

Tracing these witnesses through changing addresses and taking compre- 
hensive statements, such as were suitable for production in a court of law, 
involved great labor and some delay. When the question arose of securing 
their testimony at the trial, it was found that it was not possible to secure the 
attendance in Leipzig of all the witnesses, and there was of course no means 
of compelling unwilling witnesses to attend the trials there. 

Many further witnesses in the cases of Heynen, Muller and Neumann were 
traced and interviewed with a view to making the Crown's case as complete 
as possible, and as soon as the collection of the evidence had been completed, 
arrangements were made for the examination in London at as early a date as 
could be arranged of all the witnesses in those cases, who were unable or un- 
willing to proceed to Germany to give oral evidence at the trial. 

After consultation with the representatives of the German Government, 
who visited London in February, 1921, for the purpose of conferring with the 
Attorney-General upon the procedure to be adopted in securing the evidence 
of the British witnesses the 26th April was fixed for the examination at Bow 
Street Police Court before the chief magistrate of all British witnesses, who 
were unable to attend the trials. The German Government and the accused 
German persons were legally represented and an opportunity was given to 
them of putting questions to the witnesses. The examination of witnesses 
was commenced on that date and continued on April 27th, 28th and 29th, 
fifteen witnesses being examined in the three prison camp cases. The dep- 
ositions of these witnesses were at once transmitted to the Supreme Court 
in Leipzig and were available at the main trials of the accused. 

PROCEDURE AT THE TRIALS 

The cases were taken in the following order: — 

Karl Heynen. 
Captain Emil Muller. 
Robert Neumann. 
Lieut.-Commander Karl Neumann. 

and the trials opened in Leipzig with the first of these cases on May 23rd. 
The court comprised seven judges under the presidency of Dr. Schmidt. 

A British mission attended the trials and followed the proceedings through- 
out. It comprised the Solicitor General (Sir Ernest Pollock, K.B.E., K.C., 
M.P.), Sir William Ellis Hume-Williams, K.B.E., K.C., M.P., Mr. V. R. 
M. Gattie, C.B.E., Mr. R. W. Woods, C.B.E. (of the Department of H.M. 
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Procurator General). Mr. Claud Mullins, Barrister-at-Law, accompanied 
the mission as interpreter. Mr. J. B. Carson, of the British Embassy in 
Berlin, and Commander Chilcott, M.P., also attended the trials. 

In accordance with the arrangement made between the Allies stated above, 
whereby they agreed not to intervene in the trials but to leave the full re- 
sponsibility to the Germans, the mission took no part in the proceedings, and 
declined the offer of the German authorities to be joined as parties to the pro- 
ceedings. The mission obtained, however, and asserted on many occasions, 
the right to communicate in court with the Oberreichsanwalt, through the 
representative of the German Ministry of Justice, for the purpose of calling 
his attention to any point, which appeared to have been overlooked or im- 
perfectly brought to the attention of the court by the necessary translation 
of the evidence of the witnesses. 

In accordance with the practice prevailing in Germany and other Conti- 
nental countries, the witnesses were examined and the proceedings were for 
the most part conducted by the president. The Oberreichsanwalt (Dr. 
Ebermeyer), appeared on behalf of the German State. The accused persons 
were present and were represented by legal advisers, who, although entitled 
to question the witnesses, took a relatively small part in the proceedings, and 
confined themselves to addressing the court after the examination of the 
witnesses had been concluded. 

The Oberreichsanwalt summed up the evidence in his address to the court 
and indicated which charges in his opinion had, and which had not, been 
proved and where he had come to the conclusion that the accused was guilty 
demanded the sentence which he considered proper. The court then con- 
sidered its decision and in due course delivered orally its judgment and sen- 
tence. The judgment was subsequently reduced to writing in a more ex- 
tended form and a translation of the full judgment in each case is attached 
hereto as an appendix. 8 

The evidence of the British witnesses was given through an interpreter. 

At the trials of Heynen and Miiller, and at the trial of Lieuts. Dithmar and 
Boldt, to which separate reference is made hereafter in connection with the 
charge against Commander Patzig, the interpreter was Dr. Peters, who is a 
professor of languages at Leipzig University and holds a degree of Aberdeen 
University. Dr. Peters' interpreting left nothing to be desired. It was 
entirely satisfactory, and with his assistance the witnesses were enabled to 
give their answers fully and clearly. Dr. Peters' engagements unfortunately 
prevented him from attending the trial of Robert Neumann and the inter- 
preting in that case was less satisfactory, being done in a more perfunctory 
and less intelligent manner; but it cannot be said that its defects, such as 
they were, had any effect upon the sentence. 

3 Printed herein, infra, pp. 674. 



